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Re: MUK 6616 - Friends of Tilley, LLC; Missouri Lieadership Committee; and 
Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc. 

Dear Mr. Jordan: 

Please accept the following Response filed on behalf of Friendis of Tilley, LLC ("FOT") 
with respect to MUR 6616 - the Complaint submitted to the. Federal Election Commissiori 
("FEC" or the "Commission") on Jiily 23,2012 by Ms. Elizabeth S; Frericks, For the reasons set 
forth in tiie Responsê  FOT does hereby request that the Commission either dismiss MUR 6616 
in its entirety or̂  alternatively, make an affirmative determination that there is "no reason to 
believe" any violations have decurred in connection: wth the present matter. 

Thank: you in advance for your time and consideration of this request, Should the FEC 
have any questions regarding the Response or require additional information, conceming the 
arguments or infomiation presented thereiii, please do iiot hesitate to GOiitact iitie by phoiie or e-­
mail.' 

Sincerely, 

.<<. 
i: G. Passianfiho 
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Before fhe 
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

) 

> 
In the matter of : ) 

) iS4URNo:.6616 
Friends of Tilley, LLC; Missouri Leadership ) 
Committee; and Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc. ) 

) 

RESPONSE OF FRIENDS OF TILLEY. LLC 
Kl 

jJJ The following response ("Response") is submitted on behalf of Friends of Tilley, LLC 
^ ... . . . . 
^ ("FOT") witii respect to tiie complaint (MUR No. 6616; the "Complaint") filed \yith the Federal 
Q 

^̂  Election Commission ("FEC" or tiie "Commission") on July 23, 2012 by Ms. Elizabeth S. 

Frericks. As discussed in. greater detail within this Response, the Complaiiit autiiored by Ms. 

Frericks against FOT has no basis in either law or fact. Rather, it amounts to nothing more than 

a collection of baseless accusations against FOT and the Other named parties in this matter that is 

designed to harm their political reputations and hamper their public policy goals. Based wholly 

on circumstantial and. inconclusive data gathered from state campaign finance disclosure reports, 

haphazard internet research, and unsubstantiated political blogs, the Complairit audaciously 

asserts that FOT has engaged in behavidr that warrants immediate investigation by the 

Commission and evidences a "general disregard" for the Federal̂  Election Cannipaign Act of 1971 

(the "Act")- Notiiing could be further from tiie truth. 

Upon review ofthe information contained in this Response, it should be readily apparent 

to the Commission that the factual inferences made by Ms. Frericks against FOT are erroneous, 

that no federal campaign finance violations have occurred, and that no further inquiry or 

investigation is required by the FEC. Furthermore,, upon co.nsideration of the so-called evidence 
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presented by the Complainant in this matter, it should be readily appsirentto the Commission that 

there is no reasonable basis upon which to sustain the Complaint against FOT or any of the other 

named parties. In turn, FOT does hereby request that the Cbmmission refrain from any further 

investigation of the claims articulated by the Complairiant arî 3 summarily dismiss the instant 

Complaint Moreover, because the allegations contained in. the Complaint are so patently 

meritiess on their facCj FOT also respectfully requests that the FEC issue an Order obligating 

O 
Q Ms. Frericks to reimburse Respondent those attorneys* fees it has incurred iri cdrijuriction with 

^ the preparation of the present Response. 
Kl 
1̂  
^ I. Introduction 
Q The contents of the present Complaint against FOT allege that it violated the Act and its 
Kl 

associated regulations by coordinating with Steelman for U.S. Senate, Itiis.' >to channel or direct a. 

donation firOm the Missouri Leadership Committeê  ("MLC") to a federal independents 

expenditure only political comnriittee (Super PAC) in order to help Steelman for Senate gain 

improper direction or control over non̂ -federal funds in violation df 11 C.F.R; § 3.0Q;6l. 

(Complaint, p. 2-3). tn support of these claims, Complainant sets iforth a number pf "facts" 

regarding the activities of FOT, MLC, and Steelman for Senate between 20 IQ and 2012 that she: 

claims provide support for the accusations made. None of these facts, however, establish a 

reasonable basis upon which to believe a federal campaign finance violation has occurred. In 

fact, as is demonstrated fully below, each of the facts provided by Complainant is connpletely 

inriocuous, arid each Of the claims advanced by Complainant against FOT is fundamentally false. 
' Steelnian fpr U:S. Senate, Inc> ClSteelman for Senate-*).is the.vprinci|>al federal campaign cpmmittee o.fformer U.'S. 
Senate candidate and current Missouri Secretary of State Sarah Steelman. Steelman fpr Senate is registered with the 
Commission under FEC ID C0049IS30. 

^ The Missouri Leadership Committee ("MLC'-) is a.non-federal political action-committee based in Farmington, 
Missouri that has as its principal purpose the support and election of state and local candidates across the< State of 
Missouri. MLC is registered with the Missouri Ethics Commission ("MEC") under MEC ID No. C06:i41. 
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At no time since the establishment of FOT has it or any oif its agents diî tly or indirectiy 

coordinated with: MLC, Steelman for Senate, or any other political candidates or committees in 

order to facilitate the making of non-federal coritributions or expenditures designed to infiuence 

the federal elections. In fact, throughout its existence, FOT has taken all relevant and necessary 

precautions to ensure that it remains: iri full compliance with, applicable campaigri finance laws 

and disclosure requirements. (See Declaration of John R. Crouch, f2, attached hereto sis 

0 EXHIBIT #1), As Such, any assertion that FOT has sDmehow violated, the ACrt. by improperly 
'SI 
Kl aiding Steelman for Senate is altogether inaccurate. Consequently, there is rid foundation'Upon 
Kl 

^ which to initiate an investigation of FOT or its activities, nor is there any reason to conclude that 

Q the Act, its implementing regulations, or any other laws havie been violated. 

^ II, Argument 

A. Friends of Tillev. LLC Did NOT Coordinate With The Missouri Leadersfaip 
CommiitfciB of:Jî  ;Aid iiie:S1fefeiiiian:l̂ ^ 
Mariner That Aildwjed. It To Gain iiiipfroper Control Over NdiijrFedcral 
Campaign Funds. 

The sole allegation lodged against FOT in the present Complaint coritends that it 

somehow participated in Or assisted in the Orchestration df an elabdrate cddrdinatiori scheme that 

permitted the Steelman for Senate campaign tô  exercise improper control oyer nonrfederai fonds 

in violation of 11 C.F.R; § 300.61. The specifics Of this particular qlaim are relatively difFicult to 

discem from the language of the Complaint, but it appears that the Complainant believes a 

"financial relationship" existed between FQT and MLC that allowed Missouri House Speaker 

Steven Tilley and FOT to exercise "direction or control" over MLC and to coordinate its $25̂ 000 

contribution to NONPAC fOr the benefit of Steelman for Senate; (Cdnfiplaint, p. 2). Ih support 

of this contention. Complainant asserts that the "filings qf Frie;nds of Tilley and Missouri 

Leadership with the Missouri Ethics Commission clearly show Steven Tilley's direction or 
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control of Missouri Leadership's funds through a coordinated exchange of hundreds of thousands 

of dollars between these two groups." (Id. at p. 3). Furthermore, Ms. Frericks claims that the 

"orchestrated coordination of contributions and ̂ returned' contributions; between the Mis.sdUFi 

committees, along with this arrangement beirig widely repdrted as fact in Missouri, clearly showis 

Steve Tilley's ability to control or direct the funds of both groups." (Id). Based upon these 

assumptioris, it is Complainant's contention that FOT Violated 11 CF̂ R. § 300.61 by helping the 

Q Steelman for Senate campaign exercise control over riOn-federal fiinds through either direct 

1̂  coordination with the campaign or indirect coordination via an intermediary such as MLC or 
Kl 

Speaker Tilley. 

O Such an assertion by Complainant is wholly erroneous; In fact, this claim Of wrongdoing 

is botii patently false and unsupported by any legal or evidentiary foundation. The contents of 

this Response will not only cOnfiim this fact, but also reveal that FOT has never directly 

coordinated with Steelman for Senate so as to allow the campaign to gain improper control over 

non-federal fiirids;'̂  Likewise, the informatiori provided herein will also subistaritiate the fact tiiat 

FOT has never indirectiy coordinated with Steelman for Senate via an intermediary such as' MLC 

or Speaker Tilley so as to permit the campaign tp gain improper control over non-federal funds.̂  

Prior to confirming these points, however, it is important to set forth tiie legal pEurameters 

associated with the present allegation. 

From a legal perspective, it is clear that the Act and its associated regulations prohibit 

federal candidates, federal officeholders, agents acting on behalf of federal candidates or 

^ See EXHIBIT #1 for additional confirmation of the fact that FOT engaged in no coordination \yith Steelman for 
Senate or any agent or intermediary pf Steelman: for Senate with regard to the making df any contributions to 
NONPAC or the making pf any independent expenditures; by NONPAC. 

'Ii. 
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officeholders, and entities that are directly or indirectiy establishedl, finance, maintained, 

controlled by, or acting on behalf of federal candidates or Officeholders from exercising control 

over fimds that are not siibject to the limitations,, prohibitions and reporting requirements of the 

Aet C*riOrirfederal fimds?'). See 11 C;F.R. §§ 300.60 & 300v61; 2 U.S.C. 44l;i(eJ(l) & 

441i(e)(l)(A). Specifically, none of the individuals or entities described, above "shall solicit, 

receive, direct, transferj spend, or disburse funds in connection with, an election .for Federal 

Kl 

Q office, including funds for any Federal .election activity ... imless. the amouuts consist of Federal 

funds that are subject to the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting requirements of the Act." 11 
Kl 

^ C.F;R. § 300.61; 2 U.S.C. § 441 i(e)(l)(A). To put it simply, no federal candidate may receive or 

Q utilize non-federal funds in connection with his or her campaign, arid rio individual or entity 
Kl 

acting on behalf of a federal, candidate may direct or disburse non-federal: funds in connection 

with an election for federal office. 

The application of these provisions is fairly straightforward in the context of federal, 

candidates and their principal campaign, committees ^ federal candidates and campaigri 

committees caimot receive, spend or disburse non-federal funds in cdnriectiori with federal 

elections. Outside; of the candidate and campaign committee context, however,, the appiication of 

11 CF.R. § 300.61 and 2 U.S.C. § 441i(e)(l)(A) is somewhat more complieafed. Althdugh it is 

readily apparent that these provisions prohibit outside individuals and entities: from directly 

soliciting non-federal hinds on behalf of, or transferring non̂ federal funds to, federal candidates 

and campaigri committees, the applicatiori of tiie abdVe prOvisionis to third parties that take 

indirect actions associated with federal elections requires close analysis. When determinirig 

whether a third-party is in compliance with 11 C.F.R, § 300.61 and 2 y.S.C. § 441i(eXl)(A) in 

an indirection action setting, one must principally assess v̂ hether the individual of entity at issue 
-5-



is acting as a direct agent of ot on behalf of a federal candidate; dr cainpaign corrimittee. If an 

outside individual-or entity is not ajctiiffl 

spending, dr disburSihei ridrirrfederial firiidS in cdnnectiM viatĥ a fedeid ihifere cari:::6e:n̂  

violation of the stated regulations. 

In order to be a direct "agent" of a candidate or candidate committee, an individual or 

entity must have actual authorization, either express dr implied, fi-om, a specific principal td 
^ . . . . . 
Q engage in specific activities, and then engage in those activities on behalf of that principal^ See 

11 C.F.R. § 109.3(a) & (b). As sUch, a third-party individual dr entity indirectly utilizing ndn-
Kl 

^ federal funds for a federal election must be acting under the actual authorization of a federal 

Q candidate or campaign committee in order to run afoul of 11 C.F.R. §§ 300V60 & 300.61 as an 
1*1 

*̂  agent. Qualifying as an individual or eritity acting on behalf of SL federal candidate or .campaign 

committee requires no such actual authorization, however. In fact, from a practical perspective, 

reaching a determination on whether an individual or entity is acting on behalf of a federal 

candidate or campaign committee when soliciting, directing, controlling or transferring non­

federal funds essentially boils down to assessing whether tiie action taken was "codfdiriated" 

with a federal candidate dr campaign committee. 

In general, an action is coordinated in the cainpaign finance context if it is made in 

cooperation, consultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, a candidate, a 

candidate's authorized committee, or their agents. See 11 C.F.R. § 109.21. Determining 

whether an action fits this definition is a fact̂ specific inquiry focusing on the nature of the 

conduct undertaken by the third-party and the degree to which such conduct was directed by a 

federal carididate or campaign committee. When examining the conduct and Jts relationship to a 

federal candidate or campaign committee, it is. appropriate to consider the following factors: (|) 
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whether the conduct was planned or implemented at the request or suggestion of a federal 

candidate, candidate committee, or their agents; (2) whether a federal candidatê  candidate 

committee, or agent of either was materially involved in decisions related to the plariiiirig dr 

implemeritatiori of the third-party conduct; (3) whether the conduct was pli^ed or-implemenited 

alter one or more substantial discussions about the coriduet between the Mrd-party or its 

employees: or agents: and a federal candidate, :candidate's committee, qx their agents; (4) whether 

Q the conduct was planned or iiiiiplemented with the assistance of or through an additional third 

^ party that is currently coordinating with a federal caiididate, carididate committee, or their 

agents; and (S) whether the conduct is planned or implemented with material assistance from ari 
Kl 

'ST 
O employee of the tiiird-party who was previously employed by the federal candidate or candidate 
Kl 

committee; benefitting from the conduct.̂  If particular tonduCt by a third-party affirmatively 

meets any ofthe above standards, then the action can be categorized as coordinated. In instances 

where that is not the case, there is rio coordiriatiori, arid in. turn, nO cOritraVeritiOri of federal law. 

Although it is not explicitly stated in the Complaint, it appears to be Complainant's 

contention that FOT violated 11 C.F.R. .§ 300.61 by coordinating a monetary contribution to 

NONPAC, a federally-registered Super PAC, at the behest of Steelman for Senate and/dr 

Speaker Tilley (iri his capacity as Chair of the Steelman campaign). To this end, Gomplainant 

appears to theorize that FOT wOrked in conjunction with MLC, Speaker Tilley and the Steelman 

for Senate campaign to orchestira:te a scheme whereby FOT funded MLC and directed it to make 

contributions to NONPAC for the express purpose Of producing independent expenditure 

advertisements supporting Secretary of State Steelman's federal candidacy. The Complaint, 

however, offers zero credible evidence in support of either this general theory or any of the 

SeeU CF.R. § 109.21(d). 

-7-



specific coordination allegations lodged against FOT. In fact, what has been presented to the 

Commission as "evidence" of improper coordination amounts to littie more than a collection of 

unfounded conclusions derived from a set of innocuous facts. 

For example, in the opening section of the Complaint, several pieces of data: are 

highlighted as the key facts "giving rise to" the allegations against the riamed parties. 

(Complaint, p. 1). These particular informational items include the following: (1) the fact that 

Q Secretary of State Sieelmaii/chdse Speaker Tilley to serve as the Campaign Chair of her U.S. 

tfl Senate campaign; (2) the fact that FOT and MLC made a series of campaigri coritributions td one. 
Kl 

^ another in 2010 and 2012; (3) tiie fact that MLC made a $25,000 contribution to NONPAC on 

P May 31, 2012; and (4) the fact that media reports indicated that NONPAC planned on making: 
Kl 

independent expenditures conceming various U.S. Senate candidates leading up to the: Missouri 

Republican primary on August 7, 2012. (Id. at p. 1-2). On their owri, each of these particular 

facts is accurate.* NOrie Of them, hdwever. supports the wild cdrijecttirc included iri thei 

Complaint. Despite the arguments put forth by the Complainant, Speaker Tilley's role as Chair 

of the Steelman for Senate campaign does not provide evidence that either he dr FOT vl̂ as 

orchestrating an elaborate scheme to fund coordinated Super PAC advertisements with non­

federal funds. Likewise, a, history of legal campaign contributions by and between FQT and 

MLC does not substaritiate cleiims that there was an iiiipfdper "fmariciail relatidnship" between 

the two entities or that Speaker Tillman and/dr FOT somehow controlled the activitigs of MLC. 

:Similarly, campaign finance reports disclosing MLC's $25,000 contribution to NONPAC in nd: 

' Each of these facts is correct on its face, but the characterization and use of these pieces of data in the present 
Complaint is wholly inaccurate. As such, the attached Declaration of Mr; John R. Crouch, Treasurer of FOT, has 
been provided as an exhibit for the Commission's reference. The information Cpntained within this deciaratioti; 
should prbvide additional detail to the EEC as it considers: the insfant matt.er;' and likewise clarity that Cbmplaiiiant's 
factual extrapolations arie wholly inaccurate. 
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way corroborate baseless claims that the contribution, was somehow directed or controlled by 

FOT and/or Speaker Tilley and coordinated with Steelman for Senate. To put it simplyi there is 

a fundamental discoririecf bfctweeri the overarching tiieory preserited in the Cbmplaint arid tĥ  

facts purported tb back up that theory. 

The reason for this disconnect is simple - there is iabsdlutely no truth to the cldira that 

FOT violated the Act or its associated regulatibris by helping the Steelman fbr Senate campaign 

^ gain improper control oyer non-federal campaign funds through any fdrm of coordiriation with 

Kl MLC, NONPAC, or Steelman for Senate. In order for FOT to nin afoul of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61, it 
Kl 

^ would have had to directly solicit or transfer non-federal funds to a federal candidate or 

O campaign committee, or in the altemative, indirectly soiieit̂  direct, transfer̂  spends or disburse 
Kl 

non-federal funds in connection with a federal election as an agent df, Or-dri behalf of, a federal 

candidate or campaign committee. FOT's conduct with regard to the present matter meets none 

of these standardŝ  and as such, there is no basis to entertain the validity of Complainant's 

present alleeatiori. As is articulated, further belOw, therb has- neither been direct action by FOT 

tha:t would provide the Steelman for Senate campaign with improper control over non-federal 

fiinds, hdr any otiier effort by FOT to codrdihate with MLC, NONPAC, dr Steelmart for Seriate 

in order to provide the Steelman campaign with indirect control over non-federai fiinds. 

In support of these points, it ,is first and foremost readily apparent that FOT has never 

directly solicited non-federal funds for Or transferred nori-federal funds td a federal candidate or 

campaign committee. FOT is solely a. non-federal candidate committee that neither accepts: 

contributions for the benefit of federal candidates, nor makes- direct contributions to or direct 

expenditures on behalf of federal candidates. (EXHIBIT #1,1[4). In turn, FOT has never directiy 

raised funds for or made direct monetary contributions to Steeiman; for Senate. This fact is 
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corroborated not only by FOT's state campaign finance disclosures with the MEC, but also by 

the Corifiplaint's total lack of evidence to the contrary. As such, there is absdlutely no basis upori 

which to assert that FOT has- violated 11 C,F.R. § 300.61 by raising: nonr̂ federal jfiinds for or 

doiiatirig nOri-fedeiial funds to ariy federal candidate or campaign cdriiimittee. 

The emptiriess of Complainarit's assertions regarding FOT are also confirmed by the fact 

that FOT has never indirectiy solicited, directed, transferred̂  spent or disbursed non-̂ federal 
00 

Q funds in connection vvith a federal electioii while acting as an agent df a federal carididate or 

1̂  campaign committee. Despite the allegations set forth in the Complaint, F.OT has never engaged. 
Kl 
Kl 

^ in any of the aforementioned activities invdlving nourvfederal funds while actirig uuder the 

Q express or implied authorization ofa federal candidate or campaign conunittee. It is an 
Kl 

undisputed fact tiiat MLC made a monetary coritribution of $25,000 to NQNPAC, :a Super PAC 

registered with the FEC and capable of making irideperident expenditure commuriicatidris in 

coilriectiori with federal electioris. Iri riO way, however, was the fuudirig for this particular 

doriatiori provided to MLC by FOT and/or Speaker Tilley. (EXHIBIT #1, IfS-lO). Likewise, in 

no way did FOT coordinate or direct this, contribution by MLC as an agent of Secretary of State: 

Steelman, Steelman for Senate, or any other federal candidate or campaign committee..r (Id at 

TjlO-l 1), Nor did FOT direct MLC to earmark or channel its $25,000 coritribution to NONPAC 

for a specific purpose or use. (Id.). As such, FOT could uot and did not act as an £̂ gent of 

Secretary of State Steelman, Steelman fdr Senate> or any other federal candidate or campaign 

committee in facilitating the making of specific indeipendent. expendittires by NONPAC. (M. at 

1̂2). In light of the above facts, tiiere is absolutely no basis upon which to assert: that FOT has 

violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.6:1 by working as ari agent of a federal candidate or campaigri 
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committee to help such an individual or entity exercise indirect control over non-federal fimds in 

connection with a federal election. 

The overall hollowness of Complainant̂ s allegation against FOT is likewise confirmed 

by the fact tiiiat FOT has never indirectiy solicited, directed, transferred, spent or disbursed non­

federal furids in Cdririectidn with a federal electidn while actirig on behalf of a federal candidate 

di- campaign committee. Despite the accusations articulated in the Complaint, FOT has never 

^ engaged in any of the aforementioned activities inydlving nori-federal: funds while coordinatirig 

tn such conduct with a federal candidate, federal campaign committee, or any agents tiiereOf For 
Kl 

^ example, in no way was the funding for MLC's $25,000 donation to NONPAC coordinated by 

O FOT and/or Speaker Tilley* (EXHIBIT #1. T|5-10). Similarly, in no way was MLC's $25,000 
Kl 

^ contributiori to NONPAC made iri cooperation, corisulfatiori Or concert with, or at the request or 

suggestion of, either FOT or Speaker Tilley acting on behalf of Secretary of State Steelman or 

Steelman for Senate* (EXHIBIT #1, ̂ 10-11). Irt addition, in nd way did FOT or Speaker Tilley 

direct MLC to facilitate the making of specific independent expenditures by NONPAC through 

any form of earmarking or channeling of its $25,000 contribution for-a particular use> (Id.). As 

such, it cannot be said that FOT acted on behalf Of Secretary of State :Steelman, Steelman for 

Senate, or any agents or intermediaries thereof by seeking to coordinate NONPAC's Independent 

expenditure communications. (Id. at 1̂2). In light of the above facts, there is absolutely rio 

basis upori which to assert that FOT has violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by working on behalf of or 

coordinating with a federal candidate or canipaigri committee to help such an individual or eritity 

exercise indirect control over non-federal funds in connection with a federal electidn. 

Iri sum, the present Cbmplaint fails to pi'esent any reasonable evidence to support the 

allegation that FOT aided Secretary of State Steelman or Steelman for Senate in the improper 

•11-



exercise of control over non-federal funds in conriectiori with a federal dlection. Specifically, 

there is absoltitclv no credible evidence to suefeest that FPT̂ iikedjais-M-aB̂ ^̂  

any form df codidinatidri with.. Secretary df State Stfeelinaiî /hê ^ cainpailBini. commiheiei or anv df 

its agents or intermediaries to direct, facilitatedr fund MLC's $25.000 contri to NONPAC. 

Likewtse;-there, is no evidehtiarv baffls to conclude .that ciifacr̂ FlCyf M the directi 

in any way served as intermediaries betweeri Secretary of jStab: Sieeim Steelmari fbr: 

2 Senate, or any of its agents and NQNPAC with regard to NONPAC's development of 

tn indeftsriderit exp'eiiditure commiiiiicatioris. As a result, there is absolutely no reason for the 
Kl 
Mil 

^ Commission to lend any credence to the preserit allegation raised against Respondent - it is 
p nothing more than wild conjecture on the part of the Complairiant and should be summarily 
Kl 

^ dismissed. 

111. Conclusion 

As the information contained within this Response clearly sets forth, FQT has done 

nothing to run afoul of the legal requirements of the Act and its associated, regulations. Rather, it 

is quite apparent that the Respondent has taken great pains to ensure that It is in full compliance 

with relevant campaign finance laws at botii the state and: federal level. (EXHIBIT #1, 2̂). 

Despite this fact, however̂  Complainant has used the present Complaint to make unsubstantiated 

allegations against FOT and to tarnish the political reputation of Speaker Tilley, his non-federal 

candidate committee, and each of the other named parties in the matter. As a result of these 

actions, the Commission should suntimarily dismiss the present Complaint against FQT and find 

that there is no reason to believe that Respondent has violated any of the statutory or regulatory 

provisions identified by the Complainant. In addition, given that the allegations contained within 

the present Complaint amount to nothing more than baseless conjecture, FOT hereby respectfully 
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requests that the Commission issue an Order obligating the Corifiplainant to reimburse FOT for 

the attomeys' fees it has incurred in developing the present Response. 

Kl 
Kl 
Kl 

P 
1̂  
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Respectfully Submitted̂  

StefaniC. Passantino 
McKeiina Long.& Aldridge LLP 
1900 K Street, NW 
Washirigton, DC 20006 
TOlejAonB: <202) 496-7138: 
Fax: (202)4963756-

Designated Counsel for 
'ST Friends of Tilley, LLC 
tn 
tn 
tn 
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